SupREME CoURT of Pennfylvamas:

April Term, 1785.

Davison’s Leffec verfus BLOOMER.,

" DEED, attefted by two witneffes, one 6f whom had married

the Leffor of the plaintiff, the other refiding within the Coun-

ty and not produced, was offered in evidence, upon, proof of the
hand writing of the witmeffes.

_Hartly obje&ed, that.it “would be bettet evidence to prove the ex-
ecution of the deed by the abfent avitnefs, not interefted ; and, there-
fore, this eught not to be allowed.

Yeates contended, that if a witnefs is incapaciated either by his
own a&, or by the a& of God, proof of the hand writing is fuffici-
ent; as where a witnefs has been convifted of perjury.

By tae Court.—There is a cafe in Strange where a party,
who was a witnefs to a bond, afterwards became interefted, and, al-
‘though the proof of his hand writing was admitted, yet there muit,
Tikewife, have beer proof that the other witnefs could not be founc.
The beft evidence of swhich the cafe reafonably admits has not been
offered ; and, therefore, we canrot allow the d.:d to be read on this
‘occafion. . .
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